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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellants, five African-American security officers formerly
employed by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environ-
mental Control ("DHEC"), appeal from the entry of summary judg-
ment in DHEC's favor in this Title VII action. We affirm. We also
grant DHEC's motion for submission on the briefs but deny its
motion for sanctions in the form of costs and attorney fees.

Until 1996, Appellants worked in the Public Safety Division
("PSD") at DHEC. Two-thirds of PSD's officers were black; no other
law enforcement division within DHEC employed any black officers.
In 1995, DHEC adopted a policy that reduced the availability of over-
time pay for PSD officers. In 1996, DHEC transferred PSD to another
state agency.

Appellants filed a lawsuit alleging that these two actions amounted
to race discrimination in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. DHEC moved for summary judgment, and a magistrate
judge recommended that the motion be granted because Appellants
could neither establish a prima facie case nor rebut DHEC's explana-
tion for its conduct. The district court adopted this recommendation
and entered judgment in favor of DHEC.

Appellants assert that the district court applied an improper stan-
dard by requiring them to rebut DHEC's justifications by establishing
both that the explanations were pretextual and that DHEC's real moti-
vation was racial animus. That is, however, the correct standard in
this circuit. See, e.g., Gillins v. Berkeley Elec. Coop., Inc., 148 F.3d
413, 416-17 (4th Cir. 1998). Furthermore, because Appellants prof-
fered no evidence of improper racial motivation, the district court did
not err in granting summary judgment.
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DHEC contends that it should be awarded attorney fees and "dou-
ble costs" because the judgment below was so manifestly correct that
Appellants should be sanctioned for prosecuting this appeal. We
decline to impose such sanctions, as there is no suggestion in the
record that Appellants have been harassing DHEC or abusing the
courts. See Dyntel Corp. v. Ebner, 120 F.3d 488, 493 (4th Cir. 1997)
(sanctioning appellant for lawsuit and appeal motivated by malice);
Foley v. Fix, 106 F.3d 556, 558 (4th Cir. 1997) (sanctioning inmate
who had filed twenty-three frivolous lawsuits). We therefore deny
DHEC's motion for attorney fees and costs. We agree with DHEC,
however, that the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented
in the materials before the court and that argument would not aid the
decisional process. We therefore grant DHEC's motion to dispense
with oral argument and affirm the judgment of the district court
adopting the report and recommendation of the magistrate judge and
granting summary judgment to DHEC.

AFFIRMED
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